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SUBGOMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 7734, TO AMEND SECTION 47 
- OR-THRENATIONAL DEFENSE ACT TO RELIEVE STATE-OPER- 
2. ATED EBPCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS, UNDER STATED CONDI- 
ZTIONS, FROM GIVING BOND FOR CERTAIN PROPERTY ISSUED 
BY THE UNITED STATES FOR USE BY RESERVE OFFICERS’ 
TRAINING CORPS UNITS MAINTAINED AT SUCH INSTITUTIONS 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 3, 
Washington, D. C., Thursday, June 17, 1964. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Leroy Johnson (chairman), 
presiding. 
Mr. Jounson. The committee will come to order. 
Mr. Ducanper. The first bill this morning is H. R. 7734. 
(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 7734, 83d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 47 of the National Defense Act to relieve State-operated educational institutions, 
under stated conditions, from giving bond for certain property issued by the United States for use by 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units maintained at such institutions 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House cf Representatives cf the United States of 
America in Congress assemlled, That section 47 of the National Defense Act, as 
amended (10 U. 8. C. 389), is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sentence: ‘‘No such bond shall be required of any institution operated by any 
State so long as that institution provides such measures for the care and safe- 
keeping of nonexpendable property as the Secretary of the Army, or the Secretary 
of the Air Force in the case of property issued by the Department of the Air Force, 
shall determine as a result of periodic inspection to be adequate to protect the 
interest of the United States therein.” 

Mr. Ducanper. The witness is Mr. A. F. Harden, Office of the 
Comptroller, Department of the Army. 

Will you take a seat right there? 

Mr. Jounson. That is in lieu of H. R. 7309. 

Mr. Ducanper. No, sir. The Senate bill S. 3197 is the next bill 
to be considered, but this is H. R. 7734. 

Mr. Jounson. You may proceed. 

Mr. Harpen. My name is A. F. Harden, of the Office of the Comp- 
troller of the Army. Action with reference to H. R. 7734 has been 
assigned by the Secretary of Defense to the Secretary of the Army. 
These comments represent the position of the Department of Defense 
with respect to H. R. 7734. The Bureau of the Budget has advised 
that there is on objection to the presentation of the views in this 
statement. 

It is respectfully submitted that H. R. 7734 should not be favorably 
reported on for the following reasons: 

(a) The bill is considered to be discriminating in that relief from 
bond requirements of section 47, N. D. A., would be afforded State- 
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operated institutions only. Other institutions, which comprise 
approximately two-thirds of all ROTC institutions, would continue to 
be bound by the provisions of the present statute which are recognized 
to be unrealistic and unduly burdensome on the institutions involved. 

(6) The bill is considered to be too inflexible to permit a fair applica- 
tion of the intent of bonding requirements since a bond will be required 
in the full value of the property issued or no bond at all would be re- ° 
quired. No provision is made for cases where a bond in a specified 
amount less than the full value of the property issued would be reason- 
able and appropriate. 

(c) It is felt that no amendment to the present statute should be 
enacted which does not apply equally to all types of institutions and 
which does not permit sufficient flexibility to cover various conditions 
encountered in administering the ROTC program. H. R. 7734 does 
not meet these conditions. 

In lieu of H. R. 7734, it is requested that an amendment to section 
47, N. D. A., substantially as follows, receive your consideration: 

Be it enacted, etc. That section 47 of the National Defense Act, 
as amended (10 U.S. C. 389) is amended by deleting the last sentence 
thereof and substituting in lieu thereof the following: 

The Secretary of the Army, or the Secretary of the Air Force in the case of 
property of the Department of the Air Force, shall require a bond or other 
indemnity in such amount as he considers appropriate for the care and safekeeping 
of all such Government property issued to an educational institution, except 
uniforms, expendable articles, and supplies expended in operation, maintenance 
and instruction. 

The foregoing would permit surety to be fixed administratively on 
a realistic and equitable basis. For example, property of a value of 
‘a million dollars issued to an institution necessitates payment by the 
institution of an annual premium of approximately $5,000. 

Since the vast majority of such property consists of tems which 
are not readily susceptible of loss or improper disposal, such as tanks, 
cranes, fixed signal equipment, and so forth, and assuming that 
normal safeguards are taken by the institution, a bond requiring a 
premium of perhaps $50 or $100 might be determined to be entirely 
adequate to protect the Government, thereby saving the institution 
thousands of dollars annually. 

Circumstances such as this are provided for in the substitute 
amendment proposed above. It is believed that the Secretaries of 
the Army and Air Force will assure that the intent of the proposed 
amendment is carried out in such a manner that the interests of the 
Government will be protected and that the institutions involved will 
raise no objections. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Devereux. Why didn’t you include the Navy? 

Mr. Harven. This particular bill apparently applies only to the 
War Department, which excludes the Navy. There must be some 
separate legislation affecting the Navy. 

Mr. Ducanper. Does the Navy require bonds? 

Mr. Harpen. That I don’t know. 

Mr. Ducanper. I don’t think they do. 

Mr. Harpen. From just hearsay my understanding is they do not. 
But whether they have a different system entirely for the Government 
property, I don’t know. 
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Mr. Ducanper. Why do you require a bond in any case? Don’t 
you have a responsible officer who is charged with the responsibility? 

Mr. Harpen. The institution itself is responsible. The property 
issued to the institution is safeguarded and by a military custodian. 
There is a professor of military science and tactics at each institution 
to carry out the programs. But he is not responsible for the property. 
To do so would mean a tremendous staff and the provision of facilities 
which would be extremely costly and would duplicate some of the 
facilities already available by the school, at the school. 

Mr. Jonunson. You don’t think that they will lose any tanks like 
they did after the war? 

Mr. Harpen. They shouldn’t, sir. I would not say you could lose 
anything. I have heard of airplanes being lost. 

Mr. Ducanper. Who is the property issued to? 

Mr. Harpen. To the institutions. 

Mr. Jounson. This is all ROTC? 

Mr. Harpen. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanprer. What have you required in the past in the way 
of bonds? 

Mr. Harpen. In accordance with the section 47, a bond in such 
amount as will cover the full value of the property. That bond 
frequently, as I understand it, has been an individual bond, the 
merging of the assets without any actual premiums to the institu- 
tions. That is just in certain instances. 

Mr. Ducanprer. That was apparently done at Texas Tech? 

Mr. Harpen. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. Why did the Army circulate a letter dated March 
2, 1954, which said that such bonds would no longer be acceptable? 

Mr. Harpen. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Apparently that is what has brought this legisla- 
tion up, and, Mr. Chairman, I might say the reason this bill was 
scheduled was because of the interest of several Members of Congress, 
who were notified but did not come this morning. 

Mr. Jonnson. Whom? 

Mr. Ducanper. Mahon of Texas, Mr. Matthews, Senator Lyndon 
Johnson, Mr. Bentsen of Texas, and the information that I have is 
that in the past colleges have been allowed to post what they call a 
board-of-directors bond, for the safekeeping of the ROTC equip- 
ment, which required the payment of no premium. 

Then on March 2 of this year, the Fourth Army, and I presume 
other armies, notified these institutions that such bonds would no 
longer be acceptable. 

I just wondered why, if in the past they had been acceptable, they 
wala not be acceptable in the future. 

Mr. Harpen. May I refer that to Colonel Lynch. 

Colonel Lyncn. I am Lt. Col. James H. Lynch. The letter you 
referred to in March, actually went only to the commanding general, 
Fourth Army, in response to his inquiry herein. 

In 1951 they sent into the Department of the Army the fact that 
they proposed accepting such a bond as is referred to from 2 institu- 
tions, 1 in Texas, and 1 in Arkansas, and the Department of the Army 
at that time, administratively sent it back and said O. K. 

Then in March of this year the commanding general, Fouth Army, 
raised the question of those 2 institutions int 9 others, making a 
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total of 11 in all, and proposed to accept such a guaranty from them, 
and the Department of the Army advised them that it was not accept- 
able because the National Defense Act specifically says that the Secre- 
tary will require a bond in the amount of the property issued. 

The individuals who made this guaranty had no authority to do 
so, and if a piece of property was lost, there would have been no chance 
to recoup the value of it, because they were not authorized within that 
State to make such a guaranty of the property. 

Consequently their guaranty was just merely a piece of paper and 
was not worth what it was written on, and thus as the law required 
the Secretary to have a bond, he could not possibly permit such a 
thing to exist. 

Mr. Jounson. These nine schools, were they schools like Clemson 
and 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonunson. All schools of that type? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. It seems to me we ought to try to favor those people, 
in the future. 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. And the last war proved it conclusively to my mind. 
What if the National Defense Act does provide that, if it is wrong in 
principle, we ought to change it, and under whose order was this piece 
of legislation drafted—under whose specific order? 

Mr. DucanprerR. You mean the proposal? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, the suggested amendment the Army sent up 
here—under whose direction was that done? Was that done by the 
Secretary? 

Mr. Harpen. That was done at the instigation of the various 
staff agencies of the Army, the Comptroller’s Office, of which I am a 
member, coordinated the position of the Army with the companion 
bill, the Senate bill. 

Mr. Jounson. That was approved? 

Mr. Harpen. That was approved by the staff, so far as I can gather. 

Mr. Jounson. Was it approved by the Secretary personally? 

Mr. Harpen. I do not know. Do you know, Colonel Lynch? 

Colonel Lyncu. No, sir, I don’t know that the Secretary, himself, 
was concerned with it. 

Mr. Jounson. I just can’t imagine that those institutions could 
not be trusted with any kind of equipment. What incentive would 
they have to destroy or mutilate or lose it? 

Colonel Lyncu. Not so much an incentive, but careless administra- 
tive practices for which they would be responsible. 

Mr. Jounson. Is that based on any experience? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir, a great deal. Considerable losses. 

Mr. Jounson. Have you had anything specific? 

Mr. Harpen. No specific figures with me, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Ducanprr. You don’t know how much in losses? 

Mr. Harpen. Not altogether, no, sir. I know that they have not 
been excessive and the bond premiums and requirements for bond has 
been unduly burdensome. 

Mr. Jounson. Have you any idea what the premium would be, 
citing in one case, like Clemson. What would it be in their case, or 
any case? 


9045 


Mr. Harpen. You mean under this proposed amendment. Off- 
hand I codld not say. It would depend on the smount of property. 

Mr. Jounson. I thought you might have looked into it. If it is 
only a nominal burden, that is one thing, but if it runs into big money, 
that is another thing. 

Mr. Harpen. I am quite certain it will not run into big money be- 
cause the types of articles on which the Secretary of the Army is 
likely to require bond are not the most expensive items. They are 
items like binoculars and various things which are susceptible of loss. 

Mr. Jounson. Well binoculars are not very expensive. 

Mr. Devereux. Doesn’t he say in his statement that premiums 
would be perhaps $50 or $100? 

Mr. Harpen. Yes. 

Mr. Devereux. Some of these places have been planning upon 
premiums of about $5,000. That is certainly quite a burden. 

Mr. Harpen. The premium may be less than $50. 

Mr. Devernux. $50 to $100? 

Mr. Harpen. Yes. 

That is the type of thing we are trying to get rid of, because we 
realize that it is completely unrealistic that the institutions should 
not be required to buy premiums into the thousands or even hundred 
of thousands. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, the institutions argue when the 
property is issued to the institutions that they have no control over 
it, but that the PMST has the control. In other words, he has the 
key to the warehouse, let us say, and if he forgets to lock the warehouse 
they are not responsible. 

Mr. Harpen. This is not true. The property custodian is the one 
who has the key to the warehouse, so-called, and he is the employee 
of the institution and he is responsible. The other controls the in- 
struction and training in the ROTC program, but he himself, is not 
the keeper of the keys. 

Mr. Ducanper. Who is the custodian? Somebody appointed by 
the president of the college? 

Mr. Harpen. That is right. 

Mr. Deverevx. He is ordinarily the Reserve officer with the unit? 

Mr. Harpen. He is usually a civilian but he may be a Reserve 
officer. That may be the case. I am not certain of that point. I 
mean, they can appoint whoever they feel proper to designate as the 
military custodian. 

Mai JoHnson. Have you lost anything at Clemson that you know 
of? 

Mr. Harpen. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Jounson. I just ask that because I was down there and spent 
several days there and I am very much impressed with what they are 
doing there and | can’t imagine that anybody down there would 
filch or steal or lose property. And I got the impression that the 
= was keeping very close check on everybody working under 

im. 

Mr. Harpven. That is doubtless true with many of the institutions. 
It is difficult to find out because of the method of accounting. They 
take an annual inventory and at that time shortages may be dis- 
closed and a report of the survey is processed which may hold some- 
body liable and the institution normally goes and sends us a check. 
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Mr. Jonnson. We spend hundreds of thousands of dollars putting 
cadets through the Academy and the other Academy also, and down 
there they are doing it themselves and furnishing good help. They 
are worrying, saying they can’t stand it any longer and the Federal 
Government is getting the sole benefit from this. There is no benefit 
to the institution or to the State. 

Mr. Harpen. It is a matter of policy whether the institution bene- 
fits from this program. 

Mr. Jounson. I don’t know whether they benefit by it. It is 
something going into the national manpower pool of our security 
system. 

foray Harpen. That is a difficult matter to determine. 

Mr. Jounson. What particular local benefit do they get out of 
conducting these schools, if any? 

Colonel Lyncu. The institutions, themselves? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Colonel Lyncu. The benefits differ, but from the standpoint of the 
land-grant institutions, they have to conduct military training. 

Mr. Jounson. I understand that. 

Colonel Lyncu. So that through ROTC the Government is doing 
it for them. It is an obligation they took on as an institution and 
the Government has stepped in through ROTC and is doing it for 
them, so that is a manifold benefit to those particular schools. 

At the present moment, with induction, there is no doubt about it, 
it gets students for them. 

Mr. Jounson. But take the University of Wisconsin. They have 
a big army there and all you furnish is instructors and military equip- 
ment. 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. And the State puts money into the thing. 

Colonel Lyncu. Very definitely. It is a partnership deal. There 
is no doubt about it that they are contributing greatly to the defense 
: the country. Nobody takes issue with that. It is a very definite 
act. 

Mr. Devereux. I would like to suggest a premium of $50 or $100 
would certainly not be a burden on any of + institutions, and it 
would be an incentive for them to take very, very careful care of 
Government property that might be stolen. 

Mr. Jounson. As you say, a nominal premium, even $100 would 
not be burdensome, but if it is running up into thousands, it would 
be difficult. That is why I asked about it. He did not seem to 
have a ready answer. 

Mr. Harpen. No; that would be entirely dependent upon the size 
of the institution. 

Mr. Jounson. Could you furnish something for the record, the 
experience at particular typical places so we could put in the record 
what the experience has been? 

Mr. Harpen. You mean with respect to losses? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Harpen. I will see if I can get that. 

Mr. Jonnson. Certainly you must have gone into that. 

Mr. Harven. We don’t have all the information here because all 
of the losses are processed within each Army area. 

Mr. JouHnson. Maybe we could get it from the Army commanders. 
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Mr. Ducanper. I am certain if the committee directs the Army to 
get information, we will have it. 

Mr. Devereux. Do you determine whether it has been through 
the negligence of the custodian, and instead of holding him personally 
responsible you go to the bonding company. Is that the situation? 

Mr. Harpen. No, the institution would be the one who would pay 
the amount of the loss, and there has been no difficulty. I don’t 
know to what extent, if at all, the bonding companies have been called 
upon to make good any losses, because I think it is almost entirely a 
matter of the institution going into it and paying whatever is deter- 
mined to be proper under the circumstances. 

The institution is released of any responsibility in certain cases of 
acts of God. 

Mr. Jounson. You would not hold them to that, if lightening 
struck? 

Mr. Harpen. Certainly not. 

Colonel Lynen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Colonel Lyncn. With respect to the cost to the States of these 
surety type bonds we have readily available information on the cost 
of the bonds in the State of Oregon. 

We have just now this year, within a matter of the past few months, 
been told they have negotiated a surety-type bond to cover the 
ROTC property. 

I will offer also, for your information, the Members of Congress, 
I am sure for the State of Oregon have that information, because a 
local State senator, Mr. Dunway, sent copies to the Department 
which indicated he had sent copies to all the Senators and Congress- 
men for the State of Oregon, in the interest of having a change made 
in the National Defense Act. But I have it available in my office 
and we could provide it very readily for the State of Oregon, as a 
case within the past few months. 

Mr. Jonnson. Which institution are you talking apout, Corvallis 
or Eugene? 

Colonel Lyncu. Both of the State institutions. In other words, 
we have to have‘a bond to cover the property on each of them. 

Mr. Jounson. Would you furnish the information for the record 
if you have it? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. I didn’t see any such letter. He said he wrote the 
Congressmen. 

Colonel Lyncu. From Oregon. He just indicated in the letter he 
was sending letters to Senators Morse and Cordon. 

Mr. Ducanper. The congressional delegation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have another witness who is representing the 
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities. You might 
like to listen to his testimony. 

Mr. Jonnson. All right. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Thackrey. 

Mr. Jonnson. Please proceed, Mr. Thackrey. 

Mr. TuHackrey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Russell I. Thackrey and I am executive secretary of the 
Association of Land-Grand Colleges and Universities. I have been 
- authorized by the executive committee of the association to present 
testimony in its behalf on H. R. 7734, a bill to amend section 47 of the 
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National Defense Act to relieve State-operated educational institutions 
from giving bond for certain property issued by the United States 
for use by Reserve Officers’ Training Corps units maintained at such 
institutions. The Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Uni- 
versities includes 54 member institutions located in each State and 
Territory, a substantial majority of which are State institutions. 

H. R. 7734 is, as we understand it, a measure introduced directly 
as a result of a situation arising in the State of Oregon. In that State 
the attorney general ruled that the University of Oregon and Oregon 
State College could not give the bond required by the Department of 
the Army for custody of ROTC property, because of a provision of 
the State constitution barring the incurrence of obligations by the 
State for amounts in excess of $50,000. 

H. R. 7734 would waive the requirement of bond in the case of 
State institutions, if the college or university provides measures for 
safekeeping nonexpendable property which have the approval of the 
Secretary of the Army or Secretary of the Air Force. While this would 
resolve the impasse which arose in Oregon, and which may arise in 
other States with similar constitutional provisions, we suggest that 
a more satisfactory solution to the problem would be legislation 
which specifies that the military departments issue military property 
for ROTC use to the custody of the appropriate senior officers stationed 
on the college campus for ROTC instruction, rather than to the 
institution. 

This would eliminate the institutional bond requirement and also 
place responsibility for property accountability on the military officers 
who in actual practice control its issuance and use. The Navy uses 
this system entirely in its 52 ROTC units. The Air Force is trying 
it experimentally this year in several institutions, and if the experi- 
ment is successful, plans to extend it. 

The Army has thus far given no indication of intent to go to this 
system, which has long been desired by most colleges and universities, 
both public and private. Although most of the members of our 
association are State-controlled institutions, we believe that privately 
controlled colleges and universities also object to the present system 
of bond requirement and custody responsibility, on grounds of cost 
and diffusion of responsibility. 

Under the system used by the Navy, and adopted this vear by the 
Air Force for a few institutions, the college or university must agree to 
provide adequate and safe storage facilities, but once this is done the 
military officers stationed on the campus are responsible for the 
custody of property, and no institutional bond is necessary. 

Under the present practice of the Army, also still used in a majority 
of institutions by the Air Foree, some officer of the college—usually 
the business officer—is officially designated by the institution as 
military property custodian and is bonded for this purpose at institu- 
tional expense. 

However, the actual issuance of property and control of it for 
ROTC purposes in nearly all cases rests—as it should—with the 
military officers in charge of the program on the campus. 


May I say there, Mr. Chairman, in many institutions at least the 
practice is that the business officers desginate some enlisted man on the 
military staff as the actual person who handles the property. He does 
not issue it himself. In some instances he is the Reserve officer or 
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civilians do so, but in the majority of the institutions | know of, it is 
some member of the military staff designated by the institution in its 
behalf. 

Mr. Jonnson. You mean they designate a sergeant to take care 
of it? 

Mr. THackrey. Yes, that is the way we used to do it at Kansas 
State College. We would designate a sergeant on the military staff 
and if his duties required him to spend some additional time in the 
evenings, we gave him some additional compensation for the duties 
to the college, in addition to his duties for the Army. 

Mr. Deverrux. You mean you could designate him? 

Mr. THackrey. Yes. 

Mr. Devereux. Would that sergeant then be bonded? 

Mr. THackrey. No, the business officer would be bonded, but the 
sergeant actually handles the equipment under the direction of the 
P. M.S. T. 

Mr. Jonnson. He works under a man who is bonded so if he loses 
anything the other man’s bond takes care of it? 

Mr. Tuackrey. Yes. The man he actually works under, the pro- 
fessor of military science and tactics. 

Mr. Jounson. What has been the experience out there? Has it 
been good? 

Mr. TxHackrey. Well, the system works. I think as far as the 
relationship between the military officers and the institutions are 
concerned. It has been a constant source of worry on the part of 
college business officers, the fact that they are responsible for large 
values of military property over which they actually don’t control the 
use, and can’t. 

Mr. Jonnson. What has beer the experience in losses and expense 
to the college? 

Mr. Tuackrey. The expense of the bond to the college is fairly 
substantial. I don’t recall the figures. I have been away from there 
for some years. But I do not think the losses have been—— 

Mr. Jounson. But if the losses are very minor the bond ought to 
come down, in premium size. 

Mr. Tuacxkrey. I would agree with the suggestion that the bond 
come down; it would be an improvement over the present situation. 
We think a still better improvement would be to do as the Navy 
does and issue property to the military officers. I don’t think the 
Navy has had any trouble. 

Mr. Jonnson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Jounson. On the record. Go ahead. 

Mr. Tuackrey. This creates a system in which official responsi- 
bility rests in one quarter and actual day-to-day control of property 
and its use in another. Although the relationships are generally 
excellent, it is easy to understand why college and university officials 
are apprehensive about having legal responsibility for substantial 
amounts of military property whose use they do not in fact, and should 
not in fact, control. 

Objection has been raised to the proposed change on the ground 
that institutional authorities are much better able to require students 
to return military property issued to them, than are the military 
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officers as members of the faculty. It is our opinion that the full 
authority of the institution would continue to be exercised in the case 
of any student who failed to return property issued to him, regardless 
of whether or not the institution was technically responsible for 
property custody. 

Mr. Ducanper. There seems to be a difference of opinion, Mr. 
Chairman, as to who has the responsibility for the property. Is your 
opinion different, Mr. Thackrey, than Mr. Harden’s, as you heard 
him testify? 

Mr. Tuackrey. There is no question the Army requires him to be 
legally responsible for custody of the property. 

Mr. Ducanper. In fact they are not. 

Mr. THackrey. Legally they are. But I will give an example. 
In Kansas State College, the military department has a building and 
the sergeant is designated by the business officer to issue the property 
and at least a portion of the time the PMST They control the use 
of the property, field exercises and everything else. 

Mr. Jounson. But the title remains in the Federal Government? 

Mr. Tuackrey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then my example, in your opinion, was correct. 
The P. M.S. 'T. has the key to the warehouse, which is owned by the 
State institution? 

Mr. TuHackrey. At least in this one case he did, because I know 
1 had to borrow it to get in. 

Mr. Bray. At Indiana University that is the case. I don’t know 
how it is now. For years Master Sergeant Gibson was really in 
charge of the property. He and the PMST had the only right. 
There was no one connected with the university had any rights in 
there at all, that is, in the practical sense. 

Mr. Toackrey. | don’t question it, but if the university had asked 
for a key, they would have turned it over, but that is a different thing. 

Mr. Devereux. In actual practice in the military service you 
will have an accounting officer for property, but the commanding 
officer uses the property in any way he wishes. That relationship 
we certainly know works out very well in the military services. You 
don’t think it can work out in this case? 

Mr. THackrey. Well, we don’t see any reason why both of these 
officers should be in the military. 

Mr. Wickersuam. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask either this 
gentleman representing the colleges or the Department, would the cost 
of the trouble of evaluating the bonds, that is the bookkeeping and 
everything, would it outweigh the return to the Government, as to 
actual losses? Do you know—or do you know? 

Mr. Tuackrey. I don’t know. 

Mr. Harpen. I would be inclined to feel the bond itself acts as a 
deterrent to bad bookkeeping and bad handling of property and you 
can’t measure the exact cost of the bond premium as against losses 
which may occur. 

Mr. Wickersham. How about the bookkeeping? Is that very 
costly? 

Mr. Harpen. No. 

Mr. WickersHam. Have you ever had any losses in California, 
Maryland, Indiana, or Oklahoma? 

Mr. Harven. I am quite sure there must have been. 

Mr. WickersHam. But you don’t know? 
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Mr. Harpen. No. It is not something that would come through 
our organization. 

Mr. Jounson. Colonel, what was your reaction to the statement 
just read? 

Colonel Lyncu. By Mr. Thackrey? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Lyncu. The Department of the Army has weighed and 
come up with an opinion on issuing property to the military and they 
are definitely against that from the standpoint that it would involve, 
on our part, additional personnel being assigned to these institutions. 
The personnel now there are there as instructors, and if they are going 
to have to take over the property, there is going to have to be addi- 
tional military personnel there. We are already spread out so thin 
there is quite a bit of doubt whether the Army is actually in a position 
to ep the responsibilities upon us with the few people we have 
to do it. 

Mr. Jonnson. So this proposed amendment is your considered 
judgment as to what should be done? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir. Very definitely. 

Secondly, who has the key to the chemistry building? Probably the 
chemistry instructor. Why shouldn’t the P. M.S. 'T. have the key 
for the Army. He is the instructor. He works for the school. He 
does not work for the Army. He isnot an Army man. And that is a 
well recognized fact. I don’t see there is any difference between the 
physics department 

Mr. Jounson. Well, there is; 1 think the janitor has the key to the 
chemistry building and not the professor of chemistry. 

Are there any more questions? 

Mr. Ducanperr. No, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Any more comments? 

(No response.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE No. 3, 
Monday, June 21, 1954, Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in room 304, House Office Build- 
ing, the Honorable Leroy Johnson (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 
Mr. Jounson. The subcommittee will come to order. 
Mr. Matthews, we would be glad to give you a chance to be heard. 
We know vou are awfully busy in your office. 
What bill are we considering first? 
Mr. Ducanper. We are continuing with H. R. 7734, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE D. R. (BILLY) MATTHEWS, 
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I am D. R. (Billy) Matthews, a Member of Congress 
from the Eighth Congressional District of Florida. 

T appreciate very much this opportunity to present a very brief 
statement on behalf of H. «&. 7734, whieh would exem) the colleges 
and universities from giving bonds for custody of ROTC property. 
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I would like to say here, in passing, that I have a very high regard 
for the great ROTC units throughout our country. This particular 
matter, however, is giving considerable concern to the University of 
Florida, which is in my home city. It has concerned the authorities 
at our school for some time. 

It is my information that all of the land grant schools are unanimous 
in their feelings that both the Army and the Air Force should adopt 
the policy followed by the Navy, which, I understand, is to issue 
military property to the Professor of Naval Science and Tactics. 
This places the responsibility for the maintenance and issuance of 
military property within the hands of the military, where I believe it 
should be, rather than making the University and civilian employees 
responsible for military property under strong Government regulations 
and accounting. 

Our universities and colleges, as we know, are desperately trying 
to meet educational requirements, physical plant expenses, and other 
problems. They are finding it increasingly difficult to meet current 
expenses. To be charged with the responsibility for the ROTC 
property is another expense that the universities and colleges have 
to assume, and adds to the financial burden that they have. 

It is my understanding that the Navy has handled the matter in 
a most satisfactory manner with all their institutions, and it is my 
understanding also that the Armed Forces are going ‘to try several 
plans comparable to the above at several pilot institutions. 

I have the honor of being a graduate of our ROTC unit at the 
University of Florida, and as a result of that training I served 4 
years in World War Il. I believe I have more than a layman’s 
knowledge of the difficulties of accepting responsibility for military 
property at the University of Florida, and [ urge strongly your favor- 
able support of H. R. 7734. 

I would like to give this statement, if I may, sir, to the reporter. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Jounson. Do you mean to tell us that the State of Florida, 
with all those rich people, is having trouble getting money for the 
university? 

Mr. Marruews. Mr. Chairman, they do not stay long enough. 

Mr. Jounson. When they come to California they stay forever. 

Mr. Marruews. I know. They come back for visits. I i imagine 
they might come right back from California, to get rejuvenated again. 

Mr. Jonson. You have given us a fine statement. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. We have heard the story before, from others. 

Mr. Marruews. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. I notice pretty nearly everyone who comes here and 
talks about this gives the Navy a big boost. 

Mr. Marruews. | wanted to give testimony, sir, that I have no 
criticism of the ROTC’s. I think they are great institutions. How- 
ever, this matter of accountability for military property, to me, is 
burdensome as a problem if it is handled by civilian authorities rather 
than handled by the military authorities. 

Mr. Jonnson. We understand your point. If there are no questions 
we thank you very much. 

Mr. Marrnews. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Jonnson. We appreciate having your views. 
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Mr. Marrrhews. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Chairman, we have a Navy witness here 
who can explain the Navy system; Commander Moorhouse. 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. D. 0. MOORHOUSE, TRAINING DIVISION, 
BUREAU OF NAVAL PERSONNEL, UNITED STATES NAVY 


Commander Moornovse. I am Comdr. D. O. Moorhouse of the 
United States Navy, in the Training Division of the Bureau of Naval 
Personnel. 

The professors of naval science have the dual title of commanding 
officer of the Naval Reserve Officers Training Unit, and as com- 
manding officer of the Naval Reserve Officers Training Unit they 
handle and are held accountable for under Navy regulations and the 
regular Navy supply system all equipment which the Navy provides 
for officers training at the Menai Hosene Officers Training Units at 
the universities. 

That is very brief. 

Mr. Ducanper. Is such a person under bond? 

Commander Mooruouss. Such a person is not under bond. This 
is po different from the accountability in any other naval establish- 
ment. 

Mr. Jounson. No matter what kind of a unit he has, he has the 
responsibility? 

Commander Mooruouse. That is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. You just apply that to the ROTC? 

Commander Moornovuse. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonnson. How many ROTC stations do you have in the 
country? 

Commander Moornouss. We have, I think, 52. They operate 
under the Naval Reserve Officers Training Corps Regulations, 1952; 
NavPers Manual 1503 EZ. 

Everything is set forth in this manual as to the regulations under 
which they operate. The accountability of equipment is no different 
from that of any other naval establishment. 

Mr. Jonnson. Are these units all the land-grant schools, or are 
there private schools, also? 

Seen Mooruouse. To my knowledge they are all land-grant 
schools. 

Mr. Ducanper. I do not think that is right, Commander. There 
is one at Tulane University, and that is not a land-grant school. 

Mr. Jonnson. There are only 48 land-grant schools. 

Commander Moornousre. We do have some of both. I will 
correct that statement. 

Mr. Jounson. I know you have one in California. I presume the 
majority of them would be in the land-grant schools. 

as the experience with your present method of handling that been 
satisfactory? 

Commander Moornovse. It has been very satisfactory. We have 
lost no equipment. It has been very satisfactory. 

Mr. Jonnson. It sounds very simple and workable to me. 

Commander Moornouse. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. Commander, what personnel do you have to assist 
the responsible officer? 
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Commander Moornovuse. The professors of naval science and eom- 
manding officer of the Naval Reserve Officers Training Corps are 
captains iv the United States Navy or colonels in the Marine Corps. 

e has, I think, 5 or 6 officers. Usually it runs between 5 and 7 
officers attached to his unit. 

Mr. Devereux. Does he have any petty officers or noncoms to 
actually issue these things? 

Commander Moornouss. I would say there are 4 or 5 enlisted 
rong who are petty officers, I think. That includes the yeomen. 

think thera is one storekeeper. 

Mr. Devereux. Do they actually do the issuing of equipment and 
taking it back, or do you have any assistants from the college personnel 
in that respect? 

Commarder Moornousse. No. The naval personnel, to my 
knowledge, handle all the equipment through the commandants for 
the districts in which these universities and colleges are located. 

The supply representative for the commandant in the district 
issues the equipment; it is through him that this equipment is held 
accountable. 

Mr. Ducanper. You say you have had no losses? 

Commander Moornovuse. To my knowledge. 

Mr. Ducanper. At any institution? 

Commander Moornovuse. There have been no losses that have 
come to my attention. 

Mr. Jonnson. Are the regulations and stipulations, and maybe the 
statutes, with reference to land-grant colleges and the developing of 
military training the same as the rules are with respect to develop- 
ing naval officers with naval training? I suppose that would come 
within the military training, would it not? 

Mr. Ducanper. I would think so. 

Do you feel, Commander, that it is necessary for you to have more 
personnel at each unit because of the way you handle you property? 

Commander Moornovss. Since that is the only way we have 
~~ handled it I do not feel that I could make a true statement 
on that. 

Mr. Ducanp:r. The reason I asked is that the other day when we 
were listening to Army witnesses I think I recall them saying if they 
adopted a system similar to yours they would have to have more 
personnel. 

Mr. Jonnson. Right along that line, at the various schools you have 
do they all bave a captain, for even the smaller schools? 

Commander Moornovuse. All of the units that we have are of such 
size that they do have a captain. I am most certain of that. It is 
a captain or a colonel in the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Jonnson. And a staff of roughly 7 people? 

Commander Moornovse. I think 5 to 7 officers and possibly up 
to 5 enlisted men. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there any Army officer here who can tell us whether 
the staffs of their groups are comparable to the staffs mentioned in 
rank and size? 

What about this colonel from the A. G.’s Office? 
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STATEMENT OF LT. COL. JAMES H. LYNCH, ADJUTANT GENERAL’S 
OFFICE 


Colonel Lyncn. I am Lt. Col. James H. Lynch of the Adjutant 
General’s Office. 

Our P. M.S. and T.’s are varied inrank. We have P. M.S. and T.’s 
in ranks as low as captain in the Army. They go on through captain, 
major, lieutenant colonel, and full colonel. Full colonel is the highest 
rank in any of our units that we do have. 

But our program is completely dissimilar to that of the Navy. We 
have these in the high schools and junior colleges and military insti- 
tutes. There is absolutely no comparison between the Navy and the 
Army programs; they are not at all siimlar at the level at which 
conducted. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there not a fair comparison between those at the 
college level? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir; except that we go into the much smaller 
schools than they do. They have 52 units and we have 268 in the 
colleges. 

Mr. Jounson. Over half of yours, then, are in private institutions, 
are they not? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir; much more. We have only 67 State- 
controlled institutions out of the total of 268 units in senior colleges. 

Mr. Devereux. What sort of a staff do you have at a State uni- 
versity? 

Colonel Lyncu. You mean the total number, sir? 

Mr. Devereux. Yes. Have you any idea of that? 

Colonel Lyncu. I would not want to comment, because it would 
depend upon the State institution, as far as that goes. 

Illinois, for instance, would have many more than Florida, because 
the school is much larger. It depends strictly upon the enrollment 
in the ROTC. There has to be a certain number of officers and a 
certain number of enlisted personnel per unit of students enrolled. 

Mr. Devereux. Would it require additional personnel if your mili- 
tary instructor had accountability for property? 

‘olonel Lyncu. Very definitely. 

Mr. Devereux. How much more? 

Colonel Lyncu. Somebody has to take care of the property. 

Mr. Devereux. How much more would you have? 

Colonel Lyncu. I could not give you an across-the-board answer 
on that. Again, the amount of students and the amount of property 
involved would vary from institution to institution. 

Mr. Devereux. I think we ought to have an answer on that. 

Mr. Jounson. I wish you would furnish it for the record. Pick 
out 2 or 3 of the big schools, such as California, Wise onsin, Purdue, 
or any of those types of State-controlled schools, and give us what 
they have in the way of an organization to handle the problem. You 
do not peed to give us the name, but just the rank and number. If 
you wish to give the name we would be glad to have it, but it is not 
necessary. 

Also, please tell us what, in your opinion, would be the enhancement 
of that group if they had this property accountability, in numbers 
and maybe in rank, so that we can get a little picture Of it. 

Colonel Lyncu. We would be happy to. 
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Mr. Jonnson. You can submit it to Mr. Ducander and he will see 
that it gets into the record. We would appreciate it very much. 
(The information is as follows:) 


Information reference H, R. 7734 


Value of | 10s on 
Institution ROTC enroll annual 
property | investment 

University of Illinois (lang-grant) _....................---.---- 2, 257 $745, 000 $800 
University of Michigan (State) 335 100, 000 0 
Western Michi 657 45, 000 1, 422 
249 28, 000 186 
Universicy Of Gouin Dakots. .......... 449 101, 000 138 
Rose Polytechnic 222 32, 000 95 
1, 200 237, 000 152 
5, 571 1, 333, 000 2, 804 


Collections during year (individual reports of survey) average about $75 for each 
institution. 

Ninety-three institutions in Fifth Army area, of which approximately 95 percent 
provide their own bond and only 5 percent require surety companies. 

Fifth Army area (93 schools): 


Increase in Army personnel required if P. M.S. T. becomes accountable: Not less 
than 1 per institution, or something over 10 percent. For the 386 ROTC institu- 
tions, &@ minimum of 400 additional individuals would be required, primarily 
officers who would act as accountable property officers. 

Losses indicated above do not include fire or other casualty losses which have 
been incurred. Army receives proceeds of insurance where institutions provide 
insurance, regardless of fault. 

No information as to any claims against surety companies, if any have been 
made. 

It is expected that, if the substitute amendment proposed in Mr. Harden’s 
statement is enacted into law, the Secretary of the Army will require realistic bond 
coverage so that institutions will not have to pay more than nominal premiums, 
if any. 

The substitute amendment will not prohibit the Army from relieving institu- 
tions of property accountability if it is determined to be feasible at some future 
date. 
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Mr. Ducanper. There is one other thing. 

Are there any schools which have both an Army and a Navy unit? 

Colonel Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanprr. Would it not be helpful to have those? 

Colonel Lyncu. There are 33. 

Mr. Ducanper. It would help if we could get a couple of schools 
which have both the Army and Navy groups at the very same school. 

Mr. Jounson. California has both. I wish you would include that. 

Mr. Ducanper. Then the subcommittee can make a comparison 
very easily. 

Colonel Lyncu. We can pick out the larger schools that have all 
three units. 

Mr. Jounson. We would be glad to have you point that out to us. 

Can you think of any other thing? 

Mr. Ducanprer. No, sir. We have an Air Force officer here who 
~ tell us that the Air Force is doing in this respect. That is Colonel 

nox. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much, Colonel Lynch. 

Colonel Lyncu. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, Commander Moorhouse. 

Commander Moornovust. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF LT. COL. ROBERT B. KNOX, DIRECTORATE OF 
PERSONNEL PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING, HEADQUARTERS, 
USAF 


Colonel Knox. I am Lt. Col. Robert B. Knox, Directorate of Per- 
sonnel Procurement and Training, Headquarters, USAF. 

Mr. Jonnson. You may proceed, 

Colonel Knox. Mr. Chairman, in the Air Force we have had a 
system comparable to that of the Army. However, I understand you 
are interested in an experiment we have approved for the coming 
academic year. Actually it is going to take effect on July 1 of this 
year with the change of the fiscal year. 

This change has been authorized at 25 institutions, and turns the 
property over from the civilian military property custodian to the 
senior Air Force officer in the unit. 

Mr. Jounson. You are going to sort of follow the Navy system; 
is that correct? 

Colonel Knox. I am not too familiar with the Navy’s system, sir. 

Mr. Jonnson. You heard it described here this morning? 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir. I think it is somewhat along the same 
line; at least insofar as assigning property to the military member of 
the faculty is concerned. 

Mr. Jonnson. I do not want to interrupt you too much, but do you 
have a list of the places you serve? 

Colonel Knox. A list of the 25 schools? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Jounson. If you could add that to the end of the testimony 
we would appreciate it. If you do not have it with you today please 
send it up to Mr. Ducander. 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir; I do have a copy J can furnish, or I can 
send one over. 
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Mr. Jounson. If you have a copy, just give it to the reporter. 
Colonel Knox. All right, sir. 
(The information is as follows:) 


Institutions selected by Air Force for supply accountability experiment on AFROTC 
equipment 


Name of institution | Address Type 

Alabama Polytechnic Institute _________ Auburn, Ala_- _....| Landgrant. 

University of Fayetteville, Ark____. State landgrant. 

University of California__- Berkeley, Calif_- State land grant. 

Colorado State College of Greeley, Colo. _- State. 

University of Idaho_____ _.| Moscow, Idaho____- State land grant. 

| ted. 

Ball State Teachers | Muncie, Ind_.- .-.-| State. 

Coe College ..| Cedar Rapids, Iowa_..._| Private, church-affilia- 
ted. 

Drake University ..........- Do. 

Kansas State College aed Manhattan, Kans_______| State land grant. 

Michigan State College_. ....| East Lansing, Mich-----| Do. 

Colgate University Hamilton, N. | Private. 

Union College. ..| Schenectady, N. Y-- Do. 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute. Troy, N. Y_------- Do. 

Ohio Wesleyan Delaware, Ohio......_- } Do. 

Oregan State College __ = ..-.--| Corvallis, Oreg..__. | Land grant. 

Franklin and Marshall Lancaster, Private, church-affilia- 
ted. 

University of Puerto Rico.................-..--.-..-| Rio Piedras, P. R....-- | Land grant. 

State College... Memphis, Tenn-_........| State. 

ted. 

East Texas State Teachers College... Commerce, Tex..... State. 


Mr. Jounson. Proceed, please. 

Colonel Knox. This experiment is to be initiated at a limited pum- 
ber of institutions; both those having Air Force units only and those 
having units of the Air Force and of the other services. 

I should say that this change has been made or will be made on 
July 1 only upon the request of the college or the university. No 
additional military personnel authorization will be provided for this 
change. 

Institutions must agree to make ample provisions for the proper 
storage and safeguarding of Government pioperty at po expense to 
the Government. 

Institutions must agree to provide for the recovery or restitution of 
lost or stolen property and to act as agent for its students in all 
matters relating to commutation of uniforms. 

Mr. Devereux. Excuse me; may | interrupt? 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. You speak of safeguarding the property. Does 
that mean they must furnish watchmen or something like that? 

Colonel Knox. If that is considered necessary to provide safekeep- 
ing. It has been set up specifically that they will have barred store- 
rooms and so forth. That is in the supplemental agreement. 

What we have done is that we have prepared a supplemental 
agreement to the original contract between the institution and the 
Air Force, and it sets forth all these provisions. 

Mr. Devereux. Why do you provide for the university being 
responsible for recovery of stolen property? Is that because you 
cannot check the student? 
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Colonel Knox. The student has no true military status, so we 
would prefer that the institution deal with the student, because they 
have such methods as withholding transcripts of grades and degrees 
and so forth in order to get the return of such property. 

Mr. Jounson. Is that the way the Navy handles the situations; 
that property is stored in a building provided by the college? 


STATEMENT OF COMDR. D. 0. MOORHOUSE, TRAINING DIVISION, 
BUREAU OF NAVAL PERSONNEL, UNITED STATES NAVY— 
Resumed 


Commander Moornouss. No, it is always under the custody of 
the commanding officer of the Naval Reserve Officers Training Unit. 

Mr. Jounson. No matter where it is he has the responsibility? 

Commander Moornouse. That is correct. 

Mr. Jounson. In the event of theft does he have the responsibility? 

Commander Mooruovse. Yes. It is set forth in the regulations. 

Mr. Jounson. Is it not stored in a building owned by the 
institution? 

Commander Mooruouse. Usually it is, yes. In fact in all cases 
it would be, I presume. There is a matter of security there on which 
we accept a certain degree of loss. It is set forth in regulations that 
it should be in a building with such-and-such security, and the 
colleges have to meet that security. 

Mr. Devereux. If you have something stolen, Commander, how 
do you recover it? Is that from the institution? You cannot recover 
from the individual, can you? 

Commander Moornoussz. To my knowledge we have had nothing. 
If we would I imagine the professor of naval science or the senior 
naval officer present would have some investigation on his own, with 
an inquiry as between the college and the senior naval officer. 

Mr. Devereux. You could not call one of these students up for 
a court-martial, could you? 

Commander Moornouse. No. 

Mr. Devereux. You could not check anything. He does have 
some pay in some cases. Could you check his pay if a board of survey 
found him responsible? 

Commander Moornouse. We are getting out of my bailiwick here 
a little. To my knowledge I do not believe you could. 

Mr. Jounson. In the event of a loss by theft or anything else, 
would you still hold the man accountable for that, the commanding 
officer? 

Commander Moornouse. The commanding officer would be held 
accountable. 

Mr. Jounson. I suppose for acts of God, like fire, he would not be 
responsible. Do you think that on the thefts and the losses they 
could not be accounted for and he would have to make them good? 

Moornovuse. The commanding officer is held account- 
able. 

Mr. Jounson. I see. All right, Colonel Knox. Suppose you 
proceed. ; 
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STATEMENT OF LT. COL. ROBERT B. KNOX, DIRECTORATE OF 
PERSONNEL PROCUREMENT AND TRAINING, HEADQUARTERS, 
USAF—Resumed 


Colonel Knox. Yes, sir. I thought I might explain just a little 
more fully the questions you have raised in connection with the storage 
of property. 

In this supplemental application and agreement it states that the 
institution is to provide without expense to the United States Air 
Force adequate storage and issue facilities for all United States 
property provided for the Air Force ROTC programs which are safe, 
well lighted, dry, heated, ventilated, provided with office space, 
shelving, bins, clothing racks, and cabinets as required, and suitable 
storage space for arms and ammunition. All windows must be securely 
barred or provided with a heavy mesh screen, and doors must be 
reinforced and fitted with cylinder locks. It goes on in that same vein. 

Mr. JouHnson. You try to set out a situation where the property 
will be reasonably safe? 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Where it is practically certain to be safe. 

Colonel Knox. Yes, sir. You see, as I mentioned, in this agree- 
ment with the institution we are only trying to experiment at institu- 
tions which have requested it. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there any further testimony? 

Colonel Knox. No, sir; I had no formally prepared statement here. 

That is an agreement with 25 institutions. I have a list of them 
and I am prepared to answer any questions. 

Mr. Jounson. The 25 made application? 

Colonel Knox. I understand there have been more than 25, but in 
line with having it remain an experiment we have restricted it to 25. 

Mr. Jounson. You say that it is going in effect this vear? 

Colonel Knox. It is going in effect July 1 and will start for the 
academic year. We are going to run this experiment for 2 academic 
years. 

Mr. Jounson. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Ducanprr. Why did you decide to try the experiment? 

Colonel Knox. Because of requests from the schools. They have 
requested it, many of them, for some time. 

Mr. DucanpEr. Do you know why they requested it? Was it 
because of the exorbitant amount of bond premiums they were having 
to pay? 

Colonel Knox. Not wholly, I do not think. I think one of the 
important reasons has been that the responsibility is foreign to their 
mission, which is that of education. That has been one of the main 
complaints. 

Mr. Dvucanper. I do not think I have any more questions, Mr. 
Chairman. However, I have a statement of Congressman Angell 
which he would like to have inserted in the record. 

Mr. Jounson. The statement can be made a part of the record at 
this point. 

(The statement is as follows:) 
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STraTeMENT OF Homer D. M. C., Turrp District, OREGON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to appear before you today in support of my bill, H. i 7734. This bill has for 
its purpose to amend section 47 of the National Defense Act to relieve State- 
operated educational institutions, under stated conditions, from giving bond for 
certain property issued by the United States for use by Reserve Officers’ Training 
Corps units maintained at such institutions. 

As you know, the National Defense Act of 1916 authorized the loan of military 
equipment to State educational institutions for ROTC training purposes. Under 
this act equipment has in the past been loaned to the Oregon State College and 
the University of Oregon, the same to be covered by a surety bond. 

The Ways and Means Committee of the 1953 session of the Oregon Legislature 
sustained their subcommittee in an objection against paying premium on this 
so-called insurance for military equipment. The objection started because of a 
$6,000 appropriation item in the budget when $4,800 was sufficient to cover the 
premium cost. More careful examination indicated that this continuing expendi- 
ture year in and year out for nearly 40 years at the rate of $200 per month was 
of no possible benefit either to Oregon or to the United States Government. It 
was more a tribute to governmental redtape imposed by the 1916 congressional 
act at a time when the national thinking about loaning military equipment all 
over the world was much different than it is today. The fact that Oregon is not 
the only State affected and that similar tribute is uselessly enacted from all States 
with land-grant colleges does not alter the merit of the situation nor does the fact 
that it is a long established custom. 

The Congress does not require the Army to insure its own equipment, it does 
not require insurance from foreign powers to whom it loans brand-new equipment 
and it is not reasonable for the Congress to require insurance on old-style used 
equipment loaned to colleges. Moreover the ty e ef insurance, surety bond, which 
has been in use all these years provides vhat if the insurance com any is called 
upon to make any payment of loss to the Department of the Army it shall become 
an obligation to the State of Oregon to reimburse the insurance company. In 
other words, the terms of the contract have always provided that in addition to 
paying premiums year after year, the State of Oregon would also pay the loss if 
any occurred. The same condition ayplies in the surety bonds which are furnished 
to the Army by all other States in which land-grant colleges receive loans of 
military equipment. 

It is my understanding that recently the Army agreed to accept a $400,000 
insurance policy with $100,000 deductible, to cover military equipment loaned to 
Oregon instead of the $400,000 insurance-company surety bond customarily 
required and furnished under the terms of national defense. This proposal is an 
improvement but can in no way be considered a satisfactory answer to the objec- 
tions reached in the ways and means committee of the 1953 session of the Oregon 
Legislature. What is needed is an amendment to the congressional act of 1916 as 
provided in H. R. 7734. Sueh an amendment would reduce the budget require- 
ment for the Uuiversity of Oregon and Oregon State College by $5,000 each 
biennium, and of course would do the same for other land-grant colleges, through 
the elimination of the need to buy insurance which is of no benefit either to them 
or to the Department of the Army. 

. Mr. Chairman, for these reasons I most respectfully urge that H. R. 7734 be 
given the favorable consideration of your committee. 


Mr. Ducanprer. Mr. Thackery, is there anything else you would 
like to say on this bill? 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL I. THACKERY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
ASSOCIATION OF LAND GRANT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 


Mr. Tuackery. I am Russell I. Thackery, the executive secretary 
of the Association of Land Grant Colleges and Universities. 

I am sure that among our institutions the agreement is almost 
unanimous that we should have a system which the Air Force is put- 
ting into effect and which the Navy uses. I am sure that the institu- 
tions are perfectly willing to provide for the kind of safekeeping that 
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the Air Force requires, as given in their statement. They do provide 
that in the case of the Navy. 

Mr. Jounson. You think that that layout he just described to you 
or read to you complies completely with the basic obligation that the 
land-grant college has from the beginning? 

Mr. TuHackery. Well, sir, the obligation of the land-grant-college 
institution is to merely provide a course of military science and tactics. 
This is a detailed list of the storage and so forth. The general obliga- 
tion of the land-grant colleges is to provide the course of military 
science and tactics. 

Mr. Jonnson. This complies with that, in your opinion? 

Mr. THackery. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you very much, Colonel. 

Colonel Knox. Yes, Sir. 


O 


